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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS CF TERMS USED 
Although handwriting once played a very major role in education, 
the industrial revolution and the advent of typewriters and other 
mechanical devices seemed at one time to challenge the need for clear, 
precise handwriting. Both the schools and society are now becoming 
increasingly aware of the importance of quality handwriting. An 
increased interest in the teaching of handwriting is evidenced by 
continued support of the Committee of Research in Handwriting at the 
University of Wisconsin. :Major recognition is here given by the 
Committee on Research in Ba.sic Skills to the Parker Pen Company for 
their grants to the University of Wisconsin in order to stinro.late 
research in the area of handwriting (17:xii). 
One way that handwriting programs have been evaluated by 
researchers is by an examination of the actual writing done by child-
ren and adults. (pinions and research indicate that writing samples 
are .silent· evidence that handwriting as a school subject is suffering 
because of neglect (20:54). Rather careful estimates indicate that 
well over half of our school graduates write illegibily; many more are 
borderline cases (9:114). The social valuing of other curricular areas 
over that of handwriting has had its effect (25:840). Cn the other 
hand, certain authorities remind us of the importance of handwriting. 
Enstrom, for example, believes effective handwriting improves spelling, 
makes arithmetic possible, permits the organization of ideas, facili-
tates and refines expression of thought, and supports the retention of 
1 
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information (6 :61). 1'Wha.t one writes by hand, one tends to remember, 11 
states Enstrom (7:846). 
Generally speaking, the research that has been conducted in 
the field of handwriting tends to fall into these categories: (1) the 
general nature of the handwriting programs, (2) handwriting and its 
effect on other school subjects, (3) handwriting materials and styles, 
(4) teaching techniques, and (5) the measurement or evaluation of 
handwriting (3:339). 'lhis study will be devoted and limited to the 
clarification, development, and application of the evaluation and 
measurement of handwriting. Attitudes of teachers towards the teaching 
of handwriting will also be examined. 
I. THE PROBLEM 
Sta te:ment of the problem. It was the purpose of this study 
to identify the problems teachers encounter as they evaluate hand-
writing products, to determine how effectively and consistently teachers 
can evaluate handwriting products, to determine what methods teachers 
use to evaluate handwriting products and to ascertain the need for a 
handbook to be used by third grade teachers and students in the 
evaluation and corrective teaching of cursive handwriting. Special 
emphasis will be placed upon the consistency of evaluation by the 
teachers and their attitude toward the teaching of handwriting. 
Importance of the study. 'lhe Wisconsin study in 1951 revealed 
that only one school in five attempted to individualize the instruc-
tion of handwriting. Very little help was given the student in 
recognizing his own errors or developing his own style of handwriting. 
Of the schools studied, only 7 percent had a planned diagnostic and 
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remedial program (17:20-21). McKee stresses the importance of developing 
within each child a 11 Consciousness 11 for good handwriting (22:447). 'Ihe 
student must develop a critical attitude t0v1ards his own handwriting. 
A personal pride must be promoted and high standards of neatness and 
orderly arrangement nru.st be fostered (5:86). If a program desires to 
help the children assume major responsibility for the maintenance and 
development of his own writing skills, the nature of evaluation, 
diagnostic, and developmental help must be considered (17:22). 
'.Ihe attitude of the teacher greatJ.y affects the role of the 
individual in handwriting. Teachers who are convinced of the value 
of legibile handwriting will maintain a positive and enthusiastical 
attitude in teaching it. '.Ihis attitude will develop in the child a 
desire to do their best in this skill (17:38; 26:8,54). 
Handwriting, as an art form, has been thought of as a disa-
apearing art. It is now coming to be realized," h0v1ever, that the need 
for handwriting persists and that poor handwriting is a detriment in 
our own society. Special attention needs to be given to the culti-
vation of good handwriting, and it may be directed to two main features: 
good form and efficient production (13:12T). 
Teachers of handwriting, planners of curriculum, and the 
individual student need to be aware of the importance of handwriting 
in our highly mechanized society and the means by which they can 
effectively evaluate and improve handwriting in education, business, 
and everyday life. 
II. DEFINITIONS OF TERM3 USED 
Current research at the University of Wisconsin aims to 
explore more precisely the nature of handwriting quality and define 
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the relationship among the factors and terms used in it (11:89-93). 
For the purpose of this paper, the following definitions will be 
used: 
quality; legibility--the ge!leral character of a clearly 
written handwriting sample which can be easily read. 
formed. 
readibility--the ease with which the handwriting can be read. 
letter formation--the height and width of the letter being 
~-the angle at which the handwriting slopes. 
spacing--the amount of space left between the individual 
letters 1-ti.thin the word or the amount of space left between individual 
words. 
alignment--resting on the base line. 
line qua.lity--an evaluation of the character of the line as a 
whole, as opposed to individua.11y analyzing letters or words. 
rhythm..-the rate of writing at a regular pace. 
speed--the rate at ·which individual letters and words are 
produced by the writer. 
'.lhorndike•s "general merit11--the artistic or pleasing quality 
of the writing in addition to its clearity and uniformity of line and 
form. 
quality (as defined in the Wisconsin study)-.. a handwriting 
sample's general legibility or readability,~ its general artistry 
or pleasing appearance. 
calligraphy-.. the study of handwriting as an art form as opposed 
to its use as a tool of conmmnication. 
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handwriting specimen and handwriting sample--these terms are 
used interchangeably in this study to indicate the examples of 
handwriting obtained from Yakima third graders. 
population..-teachers participating in this study; respondents. 
III. SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS QF THE STUDY 
Scope. '.lb.is investigation is based on a survey conducted by 
means of handwriting samples which were distributed to interested 
third grade teachers in the Yakima School District during December, 
1969 and January, 19?0 to be evaluated and placed in rank order. A 
questionnaire concerning how the teachers evaluate handwriting was 
then distributed. '!he population includes those third grade teachers 
who expressed an interest in this study and a desire to assist. 
Students from approximately 20 third grade classes assisted by pre. 
paring handwriting samples. A detailed account of the procedures 
used in selecting the population for this study and methods used in 
the survey are described in Chapter III. 
Limitations of the study. '.lhe teachers who took part in this 
study are not a random sample of all Yakima elementary teachers who 
teach cursive handwriting in their class. Clearance for this study 
was granted by the Director of Elementary Education in Yakima 
specifically on the basis that it be conducted only among those 
teachers who expressed a desire to assist in the survey. '1his was 
done to protect the individual teachers from a mass of similar 
questionnaires from local, state, and national sources. Building 
principals were notified of the clearance for the study and instructed 
that participation was completely voluntary on the part of the third 
grade teachers. 
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Although participation by the teachers was limited in comparison 
to the total number of third grade teachers, the author believes the 
responses were characteristic of Yakima. teachers. Reasons for non.. 
participating in this study were not given, but in all probability, 
parent-teacher conferences and the holidays had an influence upon 
the number of participants in the population. 
CHAPTER II 
Much has been written concerning the measuring and eval-
uation of handwriting. A swnmary concerning the leading achieve-
ments in this particular area of handwriting will be given here. 
I. LITERATURE CONCERNING 'IHORDIKE 1S EARLY ATTEMPT TO DEFINE AND 
MEASURE HANIMRITING. 
Professor Edward L. AJliorndike was the first to publish a 
scale for the evaluation of handwriting (30). 'lhis scale was 
published in 1910 with the following comment by 'lhorndike: 
'lbe scale is presented n0tr1, in spite of its imperfections, 
for these reasons: It is the result of some twenty 
thousand ratings and ensures measurements far more 
accurate than anyone could make without it. For the 
present needs of school practice and educational 
research, a very precise instrument for measuring 
handwriting is not required. '.lhe best way to get a 
more perfect scale is by the use of this one as a 
starting point (30:83). 
To 'lhorndike belongs the credit of having formulated the 
principles underlying the construction of a scale for the evaluation 
of handwriting. He laid down the rule that a writing scale should 
include about ten qualities or steps of difference (28:134--35) • 
.Although 'Jhorndike presented two possible scales for use by grades 
5 to 8, inclusive, the scale which he felt would be most commonly 
used was tta scale in which the steps of difference are equal in the 
sense of being called equal by competent judges (30:83). A was 
judged better than Bas often as B was judged better than C, and 
so on. 11 'Jhe equal steps of differences meant 11equally often 
noticed" differences by the judges (30:163). 
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Thorndike also felt that a writing scale should be based on 
a large number of samples which were evaluated by two hundred 
judges. His scale was confessedly imperfect and certainly would 
not meet the ideal conditions of scientific accuracy (28:1'.34-35). 
'.lhorndike ma.de it clear that his handwriting scale was designed to 
evaluate "merit" in handwriting for "now". 11A hundred years from 
now merit in handwriting may mean something different from what it 
now means and a new scale may be required. In the case of hand-
writing the only available criterion of real 1merit 1 or 'quality• 
or 1goodness 1 is the average judgment of competent people" (30:124). 
It is interesting to note how well the procedure developed 
by '.lhorndike in 1910 holds '\lP under today's examination ( 17 :214). 
II. LITERATDRE CONCERi"lING HANDWRITING SCALES DEVELOPED BY AYRES, 
FREEMAN. AND O'IBERS. 
Following the release of the '.lhorndike Scale, various 
other scales for the measuring and evaluatipg of handwriting were 
designed. 'lhorndike 1s Scale was based upon beauty, legibility, and 
character while others measured these values along with speed and 
various different points of excellence (14:7) • 
.Ayres constructed a scale with eight degrees of quality for 
grades two to eight inclusive. Numerical values from 20-90 were 
assigned to these degrees. Each step of the scale was represented 
by three specimens of handwriting--vertical, semi-slant, and full 
slant (28:135). kyres constructed his scale after stµdying 1,578 
samples of handwriting of children of the upper elementary grades of 
forty school systems in thirty-eight states. '.lhe degree of legibility 
of the samples was ascertained by a series of 15,780 accurately timed 
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readings made by ten paid investigators (2:3). Of later scales 
constructed by Ayres, the best known was the 11Gettysburg Edition," 
named because of its content. It contained one specimen and one 
copy for each step and furnished standards for speed and quality 
for all of the grades above the fourth grade (28:135). 
k:[res questioned 'lhorndike 1s 11general merit11 as a criterion 
for judging the samples. He used the criterion of readibility as 
measured by the median or "average reading speed" of ten judges. 
Herrick and Erlebacher (17:213) question 1mether k:{res criterion 
would discriminate among samples at both ends of the continuum of 
writing behavior • .Also reader judges did not vary their reading 
speed noticeably between poor and good samples. 
'lhe Freeman Scale published in 1915, was different from 
all preceeding scales because it was really five scales in one. 
Slant, uniformity of alignment, quality of line, letter formation, 
and spacing were measured (14:7). His 1959 scale used a judgment of 
general excellence and the evaluation of specific factors were not 
considered (17:213). In recent years, Freeman suggested speed norms 
in handwriting for grades two through eight -which were based upon the 
number of letters written per minute. '.I:h.ese figures represented the 
typical finding of a number of research studies (15:1-33). 
West did not identify different aspects of handwriting quality, 
but in his American Handwriting Scale, he arranged quality samples for 
judging according to the writing rates at which they were produced (31). 
In his 1957 scale (similar to the scale he published in 1927), he 
included both the criterion of speed and the criterion of quality. 
His scale measured handwriting ranging from 11the poorest handwriting 
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produced in the slowest time to the best handwriting produced in the 
fastest time." However, the relation between speed and legibility 
in handwriting is not direct but inverse and bipolar. Generally 
speaking, as speed increases beyond a certain point, legibility 
decreases (17:213). 
C. T. Gray, Manuel, Kelley, Johnson, Stone, Gilcrist, and 
Courtis made contributions in the field of handwriting from 1915-21. 
However, their work in the field were duplications or extensions of 
the work done by 'lhorndike, Ayres, and Freeman (17:208). 
Similar to Fl:-eeman, Clarence T. Gray developed a score card 
for measuring quality of handwriting were reference to eight 
characteristics identified by teachers and supervisors. Letter for-
mation was felt to be the most important characteristic of handwriting 
quality. 
One connnon complaint concerning the commercially published 
scales discussed in this study is that they are too difficult for the 
children to use (1:115). As a result, some local areas have devised 
their own scales based on local samples, as is evidenced by the Seattle 
program for K...'Itrelve (18 :851-3+), and the Breed and Downs Scale. '.!he 
Breed and Downs Scale was made for local use in Highland Park, Michigan. 
Specimens were first scored with the 'lhorndike Scale and then specimens 
were selected for a five-step scale for various grades. A standard 
for speed was given for each grade (28:136). 
Although most scales are concerned with cursive handwriting, a 
standardized manuscript scale for grades one, two, and three was pre-
pared by Rocky Bezzi following research concerning 130 schools in the 
United States (3:339-40). Bezzi 1s three tentative sets of rate-norm 
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tables, one for each grade, were based upon the letter count in terms 
of letters per minute of the 7,212 samples. '.Ihe rate norms were 
expressed in raw scores, percentiles, and T-scores. At least five 
degrees of quality were measured at each grade level. General 
criterion used in the selection of the specimens were: color, size 
of letters, slant, letter spacing, beginning and ending strokes, 
word spacing, alignment, and letter forms. '.Ihe new scale would 
measure rate as well as quality. Teachers from the particular 
grade level from 'Which the s9.mples came werz the judges. In each 
grade, samples that received a designated mean rank were assigned 
a level of quality and appeared on the scales of quality. 'Jhe three 
tentative tables were based on the teachers' opinions of what con-
stituted the five quality levels of manuscript writing. 
III. LITERATURE CONCERNING THE REALIABJLI'l'Y OF l1EASURFE OF HANDWRITING. 
Although new scales for evaluating handwriting are now being 
developed, the n,..ain concern lies in the reliability of these new 
scales. 'lhe early scales qualitatively measured handwriting. 'Ihere 
is now a definite need for quanita.tive analysis by objective persons. 
Rondinella1s 1963 study indicated not only th.at many teachers do not 
use handwriting scales when rating children's, but also that they do 
not know the major criteria for such evaluation (26:531-32). 
Except for the 'lhorndike sea.le, no evidence is available for 
knowing the realiability of the scales when dealing with known levels 
of difference in legibility. 'Ihe reliability index of a scale having 
twenty or more levels is likely to be much lower than a five-level 
scale. However, the twenty-level scale may actually be a more precise 
and discriminating evaluation instrument (17:212). 
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Scales for evaluating the quality of pupil handwriting were 
among the first standardized measuring instruments to be used in the 
American schools. Sufficient material is not available concerning 
A,yres, Freeman's and Thorndike's research to base any reliable co-
efficients upon. Freeman probably did the best quantative research 
on which he based his scale. Leonard Feldt was concerned with the 
realiability of Freeman's scale for evaluating grades one and two 
( 12 :288-92). By present achievement test standards, the realiabili ty 
coefficients of Freema.n•s research were rather low. Feldt made it 
clear, however, that the data that he expressed in his report of the 
finding should not be taken as evidence that handwriting scales do 
not serve a useful purpose. According to Feldt, "Handwriting con-
stitutes an important area in the elementary curriculum, and scales 
of this type appear to provide the best means for handwriting eval-
uation. 11 His two suggested ways in which reliability can be raised 
or improved were: (1) averaging the scores from several independent 
testing sessions, and (2) providing additional training materials 
for teachers. 'Ille relationship between handwriting scale scores and 
quality measures derived from everyday writing samples should be con-
sidered. 110f fundamental importance, of course, is the development 
of improved criterion measures of handwriting legibility." states 
Feldt. 
IV. LITERATURE CONCERN!~ THE QUALITY CF HANDWRITING TODAY. 
'.[here appears to be a concern over the deteriorated state of 
handwriting in the United States. 'lhe Handwriting Foundation, estab-
lished by the nation's leading pen and pencil manufacturers to promote 
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better handwriting, estimated in 19.58 that co.mmercial errors cost the 
United States businessmen approximately $1 million a week (24:8). 
According to Robert O'Brien: 
Corner cutting school systems pared grade school penmanship 
teachers from the payroll in the depression years of the 
1930's and never put them back. Teachers' colleges, stress-
ing general education rather than classroom teaching tech-
niques, turned out few graduates qualified to teach hand.-
writing. 
However O'Brien does not feel that this is the only reason for 
poor handwriting (24:10). Another important reason is that in the 
11rough and tumble of competitive life, man has less time for basic 
details in writing." 
Herrick and Erlebacher feel that the discussion over the deterio-
rated state of handwriting has been based largely upon ·the opinions 
of teachers and employers of people who have the responsibility of 
producing written records. In these discussions, however, no attempt 
is made to compare handwriting of children and adults of today with 
those of the early 1900 1s. E:rlebacher and Herrick compared the hand.-
writing in the samples gathered about 1912 for the ~es study with 
the handwriting of children who were in the sixth grade of elementary 
schools in Wisconsin in 1959. Six hundred and seventy-six samples of 
handwriting were gathered from twenty \ti.sconsin schools. In a careful 
comparison by sixty-five judges, there was a strong indication that 
the 1912 and 1959 samples did not differ meaningfully in median legi-
bility. According to Erlebacher and Herrick, 11We still should have 
the more important question, however, of what is adequate quality in 
handwriting to meet the wide variety of writing tasks and writing 
conditions that confront children and adults in today's complex and 
dynamic societytt (11:93). 
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V. LITERATURE CONCERNING RECENT RESEARCH IN THE FIELD OF HAfIDWRITING. 
In the seventy year period between 1890 and 1960, close to 
two thousand studies concerning handwriting have been reported in 
the professional literature of the western world. 'Ihe first thirty 
years of this century represented a high point of research interest. 
In Europe, there was a great deal of interest in the psychological 
and personality correlates of handwriting. Attention in America 
focused on the measurement and instructional aspects of handwriting. 
From 1930 to 1950, almost no attention was pa.id to handwriting. 'lhere 
has been a significant increase in research since 1950. '.Ihe Depart-
ment of Education of the University of vr.i..sconsin has played a signifi-
cant role in recent research (17:rl-xii). 
A Committee on Research on Handwriting was formed in 1949 to 
develop and conduct research in this foundational sld.11 of the elemen-
tary school. '.lhe research of the committee could be organized into 
six major areas; (1) survey of practice and present knowledge about 
handwriting, (2) dimensions of the handwriting act, (3) pressure and 
motor behavior in handwriting, (4) perception of the normative and 
aspirational factors in handwriting, (5) hmr..an factors in the design 
of instruments, and (6) factors in and measurement of legibility in 
handwriting ( 17 :xii). 
In October, 1961, the Invitational Conference on Research in 
Handwriting was held at the University of Wisconsin. Included in the 
program were papers which represented different approaches to research 
to research on handwriting now being developed and those which illus-
trated both the methodologies and the quality of research in the field 
of ·handwriting ( 17 :xi-rli) • 
CHAPTER III 
SURVEY A ND SA !-TLING PROCEDJRES 
'Ihe selection of the population and the choice of the most appro-
priate instruments for use in this survey required several distinct phases. 
I. SURVEY POPULATION 
The initial step in this survey was to contact the Director of 
Elementary Education in the Yakima School District to get clearance for this 
study. Permission was granted to conduct the study among those teachers who 
expressed a desire to participate in the study. 
An explanatory letter concerning the survey was sent to all third 
grade teachers in the Yakima School District. (Appendix I) The study was 
limited to third grade teachers for several reasons: (1) Cursive handwriting 
is taught in the Yakima Schools the latter half of the second grade. The 
third grade, therefore, is the first year the student prepares his studies 
in cursive handwriting for the entire year. (2) Handwriting plays a very 
important role in classroom achievement because the students have personal 
copies of text books which they keep in their desks. 'Ihey work more 
individually than in first and second grades when the activities are mainly 
teacher directed. (3) Intermediate grade teachers were not selected because 
the basic fundamentals of handwriting are more systematically taught in grades 
two and three. Handwriting is taught more as an integrated subject in inter-
mediate grades rather than devoting a specific class period to it. (4) 
Third grade teachers not only have to plan a review program at the beginning 
of third grade for forrr.er Yakima students but they also have to gear their 
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program to accO!lJm.odate students from other districts where cursive hand.-
writing is not introduced until the third grade. llierefore, it would 
seem that a more carefully planned program is conducted in the third grade 
throughout the year than in any other grade in the elementary school. 
An explanatory letter concerning the survey was personally taken 
to all building principals. Identical copies of the letter were placed 
in the third grade teachers mailboxes and some were delivered personally 
to the teachers. Instructions in the letter requested the teachers to clip 
the bottom portion of the letter and indicate on it whether or not they 
would assist by: (1) collecting handwriting samples from their third grade 
class according to directions enclosed with the letter on a separate sheet, 
or (2) participate in the complete study. A third alternative stating 
•Participation is not feasible at this time' could also be selected. llie 
teachers replies were returned to a large manila envelope in their school 
office 1-ihich the author personally picked up. 
At the time the survey was taken, there were thirty-six third grade 
teachers in the seventeen Yakima elementary schools. or the thirty-six, two 
teachers taught a combination second and third grade class and one teac.~er 
taught a combination third and fourth grade class. Replies were received 
from twenty-nine of the teachers. Five indicated that participation was not 
feasible and ten indicated they would submit samples but did not ·wish to 
participate in the complete study. llie reamining fifteen teachers expressed 
a desire to participate in the complete study. 
II. HANDWRITil-Kz SPECIMENS 
1. (l:)taining Handwriting Samples. Enclosed in the explanatory letter to the 
teachers was a separate sheet containing ''Directions for obtaining handwriting 
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samples from Yakima third grade students on Tuesday, December 2, 1969." 
(Appendix II) Instructions were given concerning the materials needed 
and steps to use in obtaining the sample. 
'.Ihe text .for the sample was the sentence, ''.Ihe quick brOi-m fox jumps 
over the lazy dog.' '.Ihis sentence was selected because it contained all of 
the letters of the alphabet. Also, all of the words included were simple 
enough to be included in the everr-Jday vocabulary of a typical third grade 
student. '.Ihis would tend to make it possible for .. the child to concentrate 
more upon the handwriting rather than the wording of the sentence during 
the time the specimen was being obtained. 
'.!he time allOi-red for writing the sample was two minutes. .Although 
this study- was not concerned with the speed of the individual writers, the 
ttio minutes gave those evaluating the selected samples one possible criteria 
to use in their evaluations. 
'lhe samples were collected by the teachers and placed in the large 
manila envelope in their school office. 'lhe author collected these samples 
from the schools December 5, 1969. Approximately three hundred samples were 
collected at that time. Several teachers did not have their samples completed 
but planned to do them. Since the author felt that the total number of hand-
writing specimens available to select a random sample from was more important 
than the fact that they were all written on a particular day, a note was left 
for the third grade teachers stating that arry remaining samples they might 
have would be picked up the following week. 
A total of 501 handwriting specimens were obtained from Yakima third 
graders du:t-ing the first two weeks in December. An additional fifty-two 
samples were received two weeks later after the random sample ha.d already 
been selected. 
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2. Selection of random samples. 'lhe 501 handwriting specimens 
were removed from the ma.inla envelopes in no apparent order. Some had 
their papers clipped together while other rooms had theirs combined. '!he 
paper clips were removed and all of the papers stacked together in one 
pile. .An accurate report of h·ow many classes were represented is not 
possible because of the :manner in 1-mich the r.ia terials were handed in. 
Approximately twenty rooms submitted handwriting specimens. 
'Ihe papers were then shuffled and numbered in the bottom right 
hand corner from 00 to 501. A table of random nunlbers was used to select 
thirty samples to be used in the study. A page and colunm of the table were 
selected at random. Fifty-six numbers were selected by writing down the 
last three digits of the numbers in the chosen column. Qf these fifty-six 
numbers, some could not be used because they were too large (larger than 
501 and smaller than 999), and several were duplications. '!he thirty sa.rnples 
with the selected numbers were then separated from the others. 
'lhe selection of thirty handwriting specimens as the number to be 
evaluated by the teachers and experts was based on four criteria. First, 
a su:fficient nunlber of specimens needed to be evaluated to allow for a 
range from high to low. For ex.ample, five or ten samples would not have 
allowed for a clearly defined difference between high and low. Second, 
thirty samples was an easier number for the evaluator to work with than a 
larger number like fifty. '.Ihird, the nuniber thirty is typical of the enroll-
ment in a third grade class. 'Ihe teacher would find evaluating the samples 
very similar to demands :made daily on her. Fourth, in a1J. probability, a 
larger number would reduce the fraction of teachers 'Willing to cooperate 
in the study. 
It was interesting to note that of the thirty random samples, thirteen 
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were written by boys and sixteen by girls. One specimen had no indication 
of 'Whether it was ,;.rri tten by a boy or a girl. 'lliis was a fair'.cy -equal 
division between sexes of the individuals. 
J. Reproduction of samples. '.Ihe thirty random samples were trimmed 
so the unused portion of the paper was removed. Ea.ch sample was renumbered 
with a heavy lead pencil for reference reasons during the evaluation. 'Iha 
samples were then taped together so several samples could be reproduced on 
each standard sized sheet to be sent to the teachers. Master dittoes were 
made on a '.Ihermo-Fax ma.chine. Individual copies were then duplicated on a 
mimeograph machine to be sent to those participating in the study. 
4. Evaluation of the handwriting specime11s. Each of the partici-
pating fifteen teachers were sent a copy of the thirty handwriting samples 
and a sheet giving directions for evaluating. (Appendix III) Also on this 
sheet were spaces for the teachers to list the numbers of the samples in 
rank order from high to low. '.Ihe author was careful not to give the 
population any criteria on 'Which to base their evaluations. Th.e purpose 
of this was to determine if there was any correlation or pattern in their 
evaluations as a whole. '.Ihe participants were requested to return their 
replies in pre-addressed, stamped envelopes to the author. 
Identical materials were sent to Dr. Wm. F1oyd and Dr. Alan Bergstrom, 
Central Washington State College. As experts, they were asked to evaluate 
and rank the samples, using as a basis of their evaluations the Ayres 
Handwriting Scale, discussed in Chapter II. 
III. THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. Basis of question selection and form used. In selecting the 
questions to be used in the questionnaire, (Appendix IV) the items were 
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chosen to satisfy three criteria. First, they were to supply sufficient 
information to be used in stating the need for a program to be used for 
the systematic evaluation and corrective teaching of cursive handwriting 
in the Yakima elementary schools. Questions which, in all probability, 
would be asked by administrative personnel prior to granting permission 
for the development of a handbook to be used by teachers and students 
were anticipated. Second, the questions were selected to secure data 
concerning teachers attitudes towards handwriting. Since attitudes tend 
to be evasive and difficult to measure, the Q-sort technique was used to 
obtain this information. Third, questions were selected which were 
relevant only to the evaluation of handwriting, not the mechanics of 
teaching handwriting. 
The number of questions were restricted to prevent the respondents 
from becoming fatigued, answering carelessly or mechanically, or refusing 
to complete the form. An attempt was :made to limit confusion by structuring 
the questions in a similar manner. The respondents were asked to select the 
answer which best described their methods of evaluation or to rank criteria 
which were concerned with evaluation. 
2. Classification of the questions. The questions are basically 
classified into five general groups. 
Group I, (Appendix IV, Page 1) an attempt was made to examine the 
attitudes of the teachers towards the importance of handwriting in the total 
third grade curriculum. Using the Q-sort technique, teachers were asked to 
rank the subjects taught in Yakima schools according to their relative 
importance to the total curriculum. Also, they were asked to rank them 
according to their personal preference. This was done to see if there were 
any correlations between the two. 
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Group II, contained questions concerned with the basis of 
evaluation, criteria of evaluation, and provisions for differences when 
evaluating. The question numbers were I, II, and III. 
Group III, included questions dealing with the affixing of a 
value to handwriting specimen. (Questions IV and V) 
Group IV was designed to examine self-evaluation practices by the 
third grade students. Questions VI, VII, VIII, and IX examined the basis 
of the students self-evaluations, the ability of a typical third grader 
to evaluate, and factors which might influence his ability to evaluate. 
Group V questions (X~nd XI) deal with the opinion of the partici-
pants concerning the importance of a systematic evaluation of cursive 
handwriting and the need for an improved program for handwriting evaluation 
in the Yakima District. 
CH.APTER 'IV 
RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS QF SURVEY 
In this chapter, the data concerning the ranld.ng of the handwriting 
specimens and the data from the questionnaire will be discussed. 
I. EVALUATION OF HANDWRITim SPECIMENS 
1. Teacher evaluations. Fifteen teachers were asked to evaluate 
and rank the thirty random student handwriting specimens. Sixty per cent 
(nine teachers) of the population returned their replies. 'lhe data received 
is summarized in Table I, pages 23 and 24. 'lhe teacher responses or ranked 
position number of each number coded specimen are given. A score of 10 as 
opposed to a score of 1 would indicate that the individual teacher ranked 
the specimen in the 1 position as being of a higher quality than the speci-
men in position number 10. No mention was made of the criteria used in the 
evaluations. 'lherefore, it is impossible to discuss the criteria upon which 
one specimen was determined to be worthy of a higher position than another. 
A discussion of the data obtained from questionnaire returns and concerning 
criteria used by the teachers in the evaluation of cursive handwriting can 
be found on page 29 • 
.Also included on Table I, pages 23 and 24, is the range of the indi-
vidual teacher responses. '.Ihe author found it very interesting to note the 
inconsistency among the teachers in :ranking the specimens. Examples of this 
inconsistency are found in the rankings of specimens numbered 45, 320, 438, 
and 441. For ex.ample, sample ~umber 438 was given a high ranking of position 
ml.Ir..her 2 by one respondent and a low ranking of position 30 by another. One 
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TABLE I 
TEACHER RANKINGS OF JO THIRD GRADE HANDWRITING SPECIMENS 
Specimen Range Q-Sort 
Numbers Teacher ResEonses Low Score Hi~h Score Totals 
9 27 30 30 30 30 28 27 30 30 27 30 262 
17 18 25 27 23 28 29 JO 28 24 18 JO 232 
18 3 10 14 10 6 16 22 19 7 3 22 107 
J4 29 22 28 26 21 21 17 26 28 17 29 218 
45 1 13 6 4 17 18 7 8 11 1 18 85 
.58 28 20 7 14 15 13 3 18 20 3 28 138 
65 25 18 22 16 9 15 16 20 13 9 25 154 
67 8 29 25 24 25 19 15 23 22 8 29 190 
96 19 9 4 7 5 3 5 13 10 3 19 75 
175 17 28 17 27 27 24 24 29 27 17 29 220 
218 13 19 19 12 24 27 29 12 19 12 29 174 
222 9 3 3 21 11 4 10 10 2 2 21 73 
245 7 4 9 15 13 11 8 17 4 4 15 88 
252 26 26 29 29 29 26 28 24 25 24 29 242 
2.54 11 11 16 22 18 13 11 3 12 3 22 117 
TABLE I ( Continued)) 
Specimen Range Q_Sort 
Numbers Teacher ResEonses Low Score High Score Totals 
2.58 6 8 8 5 4 8 13 7 6 4 13 65 
261 10 16 5 1 3 2 19 11 3 1 19 70 
262 24 15 24 19 23 20 23 25 26 15 26 199 
298 12 2 20 8 10 9 4 5 18 2 20 88 
320 16 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 16 26 
338 15 14 12 6 8 14 18 4 14 4 18 105 
348 22 24 21 28 16 30 25 21 21 16 30 208 
356 21 23 23 25 26 25 21 27 29 21 29 217 
410 23 21 2 13 7 17 20 15 9 2 23 127 
431 2 6 11 11 2 6 14 1 8 1 14 61 
434 5 7 18 20 12 12 26 a 16 5 26 125 ., 
441 14 5 26 3 22 5 6 16 5 3 26 102 
460 20 27 15 18 19 22 9 22 23 9 27 175 
463 4 12 13 17 14 10 12 6 17 4 17 105 
438 30 17 10 9 20 7 2 14 15 2 30 124 
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possible explanation for this :range might be that the specimen was quite 
short even though the writing was more eas:ily read than that of other 
samples. Perhaps the tea.chars evaluated it using different criteria for 
their evaluations. One respondent might have considered speed or quantity 
written as a criteria for evaluation. Legibility could have been the 
primary consideration of the other teacher. 
2. Expert evaluations. Experts, Dr. vlilliam Floyd and Dr. Al.an 
Bergstrom, evaluated t.he same thirty handwriting specimens which the nine 
third grade teachers evaluated. 'lhey were asked to use Ayres standardized 
handwriting scale as a basis for their evaluations. Using the scale, 
each sample was placed in a rank order by the experts. 'lhe results of 
the expert evaluations can be found on Table II, pages ~6 and 27. 
'lhe author has previously noted the range of the rankings by the 
teachers. 'lherefore, the range of the expert evaluations should also be 
noted. Although both experts used the A::rres scale as a basis for their 
evaluations, the range on a few specimens was quite wide as can be noted 
read:ily on Table III, page 28. Specimens rn.:urher~d .58, 298, and 4 38 
illustrate the wide range between the rankings. 'lhis would seem to indicate 
the difficulty of assessing a value to a handwriting specimen, even when 
that evaluation is based upon a standardized handwriting scale. 
3. A comparison of experts and teachers evaluations. Wien examining 
the ranked order of the handwriting specimens using the individual responses 
of the teachers and the experts, there seems to be nmch inconsistency in the 
evaluation of the handwriting products. (See Table I, pages 2 3 and 24; Table 
II, page 26.) However, using the Q-so:rt technique to determine the rank 
order of the specil'lens as determined by the teacher responses, the inconsistencieE 
----------------- - ----·---- , __ ·-
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TABLE II 
EXPERTS EVALUATIONS OF 30 HANrwRITING SPECIMENS 
Rank Order Dr. Bergstrom Dr. floyd 
Number Sarn:ele Number Sample Number 
1 (Highest) 320 320 
2 298 222 
3 222 438 
4 441 58 
5 431 431 
6 463 45 
7 338 261 
8 45 96 
9 258 338 
10 96 254 
11 245 441 
12 261 258 
13 67 245 
14 2.54 463 
15 460 18 
16 18 298 
17 410 434 
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TABLE II (Continued) 
Rank Crder Dr. Bergstrom Dr. fioyd 
~ill.mber Sarlple Number Sample Number 
18 58 4-10 
19 218 218 
20 434 67 
21 438 65 
22 6.5 460 
23 262 175 
24 34 34 
25 2.52 348 
26 175 356 
27 3.56 262 
28 348 17 
29 9 252 
30 (Lowest) 17 9 
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TABLE III 
A COMPARISON OF EXPERTS AND TEACHERS EVAIDA.TIONS 
OF 30 HANIMRITING SPECIMENS 
Specimen Position Number Specimen Position Num'i3er 
Number l:umber 
And Sex Teachers Bergstrom Floyd And Sex Teachers Bergstrom F1oyd 
9 Girl 30 29 30 2.58 Girl 3 9 12 
17 Boy 28 30 28 261 Boy 4 12 7 
18 Boy 13 16 15 262 Boy 23 23 27 
34 Boy 27 24 24 298 Girl 8 2 16 
45 Girl 7 8 6 320 Boy 1 1 1 
.58 Girl 18 18 4 338 Boy 11 7 9 
65 Boy 19 22 21 348 Girl 25 28 25 
67 1 22 13 20 356 Girl 26 27 26 
96 Girl 6 10 8 ·410 Boy 17 17 18 
175 Boy 24 26 23 431 Girl 2 5 5 
218 Boy 20 19 19 434 Girl 16 20 17 
222 Girl 5 3 2 438 Boy 15 21 3 
245 Girl 9 11 13 441 Girl 10 4 11 
252 Girl 29 25 29 460 Boy 21 15 22 
254 Girl 14 14 10 463 Girl 12 6 14 
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are greatly reduced. As shmm on Table III, page 28 , the· evaluations of 
the experts and teachers compared quite well with the exceptions of the 
specimens bearing the coded numbers 58, 298, 438. Possible explanations 
for the variance might be the length of the specimen, the size of the 
handwriting in relation to the others, or poor reproductions of the 
handwriting due to the lightness of the handwriting (see specimen 11Ur:1ber 
298). 
'Ihe author does not place nm.ch importance upon the mentioned incon-
sistencies in the evaluations by the teachers and the experts concerning a 
few samples, since the ranldngs were quite consistent in the majority of the 
thirty evaluations. 'Ihis consistency can be readily seen if an equal weight 
is given to the total eva.luations of the teachers and the rankings of each 
of the experts. Table III, page 28 reveals that twenty-one of the thirty 
specimens received a ranking -with a range of Oto 4. Six of the specimens 
ranged from seven to nine positions, two had a range of fourteen and one 
specimen had a range of eighteen. 
II. DISCUSSION OF 'lHE QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
Questionnaires wel:'e sent to the original fifteen people who indicated 
they wou1d like to participate in the entire study. Replies were received 
from eleven teachers. Percentages included in the reporting of the data are 
calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number of respondents. 
'Jhe questions contained in the questionnaire are classified into 
five general groups. W:i.t..h. the exception of questions 1 and 2, the data wiJJ. 
be presented in those groups. 
Questions 1 and 2 pertained to the actual class situation in which 
handwriting is taught in eleven Yald.ma. third grades. Handwriting is taught 
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as an integrated part of another subject or subjects by only nine per 
cent of the respo11dents (Table IV) Eighteen per cent teach handwriting as 
a separate subject. Although the questionnaire allowed for handwriting to 
be taught as an integrated part or as a separate subject, seventy-three 
per cent marked both. 'lhree teachers qualified their 'choice by stating 
t..~at they began the year teaching handwriting as a separate subject and 
then incorporated it with other subjects when the students had learned all 
of the letters. 
As is shown on Table IT, thirty-six per cent of the teachers teach 
hand.writing daily. Eighteen per cent of these teachers have daily instruction 
only at the beginning of the year. Ttventy-seven per cent indicated hand.. 
writing was taught as a separate subject twice a week. 'lhese figures would 
seem to indicate a wide variance in the amount of time allotted to the 
third grade for teaching handwriting. 
1. Group I: Ranking of subjects according to (a) their importance 
to the curricuJ.um, and (b) personal preference of the teachers. 'Ihe purpose 
of this portion of the questionnaire was to attempt to measure the teachers 
attitudes towards handwritil"l.g as a part of the third grade curriculum. When 
asked to rank the subjects taught in third grade according to their importance 
to the total third grade curriculum, teachers definitely ranked reading most 
important followed by arithmetic. Language, spelling, social studies, and 
handwriting, respectively. (Ta.ble V) Science and handwriting were almost 
ranked evenly, receiving scores of seventy-two and seventy-one • 
.An interesting contrast to the data concerning the importance of the 
subjects was the teachers personal preferences for teaching. (Table VI) 
Attitudes concerning handwriting rema.ined constant. 'lhere was a notable 
difference with art and social studies. Social studies was ranked highest, 
moving up from fifth place. .Art, which was ranked as tenth most important 
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TABLE IV 
RESPONSE OF TEACHERS CONCERNING 
CLASSROOM SI'IUATION 
Question 
1. P.andwri ting is taught •••• 
2. The number of times 
handwriting is taught 
as a separate subject 
each- week •••• 
Response 
as an integrated part 
of another subject or 
subjects 
Percentae;e* 
9 
as a separate subject 18 
both 73 
once 
twice 
18 
27 
three times 0 
four times 9 
daily (five times) 36 
question did not apply 
to respondent's situation 9 
*Percentages are calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number 
of respondents. 
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TABLE V 
RANKING OF SUBJECTS ACCORDING TO IMPORTANCE 
TO CURRICUIDM ( GROOP I) 
Rank Order as 
Teacher Responses in Total of Determined by 
Sub ·ect Ranked Order Res onses Teacher's Re lies 
Arithmetic 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 26 (High) Reading 
Art 10 11 7 8 10 9 11 10 11 8 9 104 Arithmetic 
Handwriting 7 4 5 7 8 11 4 5 10 4 6 71 Language 
Health 11 9 6 1Q 6 - 8 8 7 7 9 11 92 Spelling 
Language 3 5 3 2 5 4 5 4 2 5 1 39 Social Studies 
Music 9 10 8 9 9 7 10 11 9 7 8 97 Handwritin~ (6th) 
P. E. 8 8 11 11 11 10 9 9 8 11 10 106 Science 
Reading 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 12 Health 
Science 4 7 10 6 4 5 7 8 6 10 5 72 l-fu.sic 
Soc. Studies 5 6 9 5 3 6 6 6 5 6 3 6o Art 
Spelling 6 3 4 4 7 3 3 3 4 3 7 47 P. E. 
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TABLE VI 
RANKING OF SUBJECTS ACCORDING TO 
PERSONAL PREFERENCE ( GROUP I) 
Rank Order as 
Teacher Responses in Total of Determined by 
Sub"ect Ranked Order Res onses Teacher's Re lies 
Arithmetic 2 2 4 6 4 2 1 1 9 2 7 40 (High) Soc. Studies 
Art 9 8 3 1 6 3 10 8 8 7 4 59 Reading 
I-T.andwri ting 8 5 5 5 10 7 5 4 7 5 8 69 .Arithmetic 
Health 10 9 10 s-· 7 10 8 6 6 10 11 95 Language 
Language 4 10 6 3 8 4 6 7 1 6 1 56 .Art 
M1sic 11 4 7 11 3 11 7 11 5 4 6 80 Spelling 
P.E. .5 11 9 9 9 9 11 9 11 8 5 96 Handwri tin~ 
Reading 3 1 11 2 .5 8 2 2 2 1 3 40 ll:usic 
Science 6 7 2 10 2 .5 9 10 10 11 10 92 Science 
Soc. Studies 1 6 1 4 1 1 3 .5 3 9 2 38 Health 
Spelling 7 3 8 7 11 6 4 3 4 3 9 65 P.E. 
to the curriculum, ·was the fourth most enjoyed subject by the teachers. 
Interestingly, reading and arithmetic received an equal ra:nld.ng for 
second place. 
2. Group II: 'Ille basis of teachers evaluations of handwriting. 
Questions I, II, and III, concerned with the basis of teachers evaluations, 
were felt by the author to be the most crucial of this complete study. 'Jhe 
primary purpose of this study was to determine if Yakima. third grade teachers 
systematically evaluated the handwriting of their students by use of a printed 
handbook or published :materials. 
'Ihe data. summarized on Table VII, shows that a substantial number of 
teachers (nine out of the eleven respondents) base their evaluations on sub-
jective criteria resulting from professional background and experience. One 
teacher used a standardized product scale of penmanship. One teacher compares 
the students handwriting with a published cursive pupil or teacher manual 
regularly, and another teacher -wrote a note saying she did occasionally. 
'Jhis data. would seem to indicate the definite need for a standardized pen-
manship scale or manual specifically designed for the systematic evaluation 
of the students handwriting. However, further study comparing the hand-
-writing of Yald.ma third graders with national norms would be necessary to 
see how their handwriting compared. Another point to be investigated would 
be the availability of standardized materials to be used in evaluating the 
handwriting. 'lhis could have been a question which the author could have 
incl.uded in the questionnaire. If the teachers do not have materials avail-
able, it would, of course, be impossible to use them. 
Question II contained the criteria which could be used in the eval-
uation of cursive handwriting. .As shown by the data. on Table VII, page 36, 
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legibility was the most important factor to be noted. Letter formation 
and uniformity of alignment ranked second and third, respectively. 
National survey results reported by Herrick (17:21) ranked alignment 
after spacing and size of letters. However, Yaki.ma respondents placed 
more emphasis upon this criteria when evaluating. 
Due to an oversight, the author omitted the criteria of speed 'When 
preparing the questionnaire. However, it is felt that its importance to 
this study is relative'.cy small since a National Survey conducted by Herrick 
(17:21) ranked speed of writing seventh and last among the factors important 
to handwriting. According to the data gathered in the survey, the fifth 
and sixth grades were the high point of emphasis on speed. 
'Ille provisions for differences among the individuals when evaluating 
handwriting were examined by question III. All of the teachers completing 
the questionnaire consider physical disabilities when evaluating handwriting. 
However, as shown on Table VII, page 36, sixty-four per cent provide for 
right or left handedness or the age of the student. Only fifty-five per cent 
of the teachers considered the sex of the individual. Research findings in 
1"".adison, Wisconsin show that girls are better writers than boys, although 
there is some evidence to show that the boys had a more consistent concept 
of their own handwriting than the girls (17:179) • .Although the purpose of 
this study was not to compare the handwriting of girls and boys, the pro-
used in gathering the samples l!lade it possible for the author to tell in all 
cases except one, whether a boy or girl had written the sample. According 
to the teachers' rankings, eight of the top ten handwriting samples were 
those of girls. 'lhe evaluations of the ex.perts, Dr. Bergstrom and Dr. F1oyd, 
ranked eight and six respectively of the girls handwriting samples in the top 
ten as related to two and four respectively specimens obtained from the boys. 
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TABLE VII 
RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO QUESTIONS RELATED TO THEIR BASIS 
OF EVAID.ATIONS OF H.AlIDtlRITING (GROUP II) 
Question 
I... Basis of teacher 
evaluations 
Ill. Provisions for differences 
when evaluating: 
sex of student 
right or left handedness 
age of the student 
physical disabilities 
Response 
standardized product 
scale 
comparison with published 
Percentage* 
9 
teacher or student manual 9 
subjective criteria 73 
yes 55 
no 45 
yes 64 
no 36 
yes 64 
no 36 
yes 100 
no 
*Percentages are calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number 
of respondents. 
TABLE VII (Continued) 
Qu.estion 
Teacher Responses in 
Ranked Crder 
II. Criteria which could 
be used in the evaluation 
of cursive handwriting: 
Uniformity of 
alignment 3 4 5 4 3 5 - 5 2 4 5 
Style 7 6 6 7 6 7 - 7 7 7 7 
Legibility 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Letter formation 2 2 2 2 1 2 - 4 5 2 2 
Spacing 4 5 3 3 4 6 - 3 4 5 3 
Slant 6 7 7 5 5 4 - 6 3 6 6 
Size of letters 5 3 4 6 7 3 - 2 6 3 4 
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Rank Order as 
Total of Determned by 
Resnonses Teacher's Replies 
36 (High) Legibility 
67 Letter formation 
12 Uniformity of alignment 
24 Spacing 
40 Size of letters 
51 Slant 
43 (Low) Style 
38 
3. Group III; Affixing a value to handwriting specimens. Upon 
first ex.a.mining the percentages shown on Table VIII, page 39, the reader 
might conclude that the numbers given on question IV were in error. A 
totaling of the percentages would find that they exceed 100 per cent. 
this is accounted for by the fact that several respondents in the popu-
lation checked more than one response. Fifty-five per cent of the 
respondents give either a letter grade or affix a symbol to the student's 
handwriting sample when evaluating. One person given no tangible value 
at all and two respondents made notes that they use vocal praise or a 
short note on the student's paper. 
'lhe purpose of question V was to determine who affixes the letter 
or symbolic grade to a student's pa.per. As can be noted on Table VIII, 
the majority of the teachers put the grade or symbol on the pa.per. 'lhirty-
six per cent reported that usually the teacher, seldom the student, affixes 
the grade. Qicy" one respondent always had the student put the grade on. 
Based on these figures, it would appear that there is very little self-
evaluation made by the individual which is terminated by affixing a concrete 
symbol or grade. 
4. Group rJ: Self-evaluation practices of the students. Self-
evaluation of their work by the students without affixing a grade or symbolic 
value seemed to vary greatly among those classrooms in this study. 'lhe 
majority (forty-five per cent) of the teachers, as shown on Table IX, ask 
the individuals to evaluate their handwriting weekly. Eighteen per cent have 
daily self-evaluation. However, twenty-seven per cent seldom evaluate their 
own work and nine per cent of the classrooms never ask the students to 
evaluate their work. 
TABLE VIII 
RESPC~TSES OF TEACHERS TO QUESTIO:·iS RELATED TO THE AFFIXPm OF A 
VAIDE TO HANll-lRITING SPECIMENS (GROUP III) 
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Question Resnonse Percentage* 
IV. By what means is student's 
V. 
handwriting given a value? letter grade 
1Jho evaluates sample and 
affixes letter grade or 
symbolic value to student's 
symbol 
no tangible value is 
given 
other 
paper? always the teacher 
usually teacher, 
seldom student 
seldom ~ch~l", 
usually student 
always student 
5.5 
.55 
9 
18 
5.5 
36 
0 
9 
*Percentages are calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number 
of respondents. 
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The student's self-evaluation was usually based on the alphabet 
display cards (sixty.four per cent) which are usually displayed above the 
blackboard in the classroom. 
1,:-any teachers checked several responses as the basis of the self-
evaluation, when answering question VII. Appro:x:ima.tely half of the 
respondents selected several responses, indicating that students in their 
class had several basis' for their evaluations. 'Ihirty-six per cent of the 
students compared their handwriting with the teachers on the chalkboard or 
paper. Only twenty.seven per cent used standardized handwriting tests. 
An interesting question which might be asked is 'Mly don't more teachers 
use the standardized texts which are a basic text in all Yakima. third grades?' 
Question VIII examined the ability of the third grade child to 
evaluate his own handwriting, in the opinion of the teacher. Table IX. 
reveals that sixty-four per cent of the respondents should be able to evaluate 
his mm handwriting. Tv1enty-seven per cent responded no and one respondent 
gave a qualified no, stating that a few could. 
'Ihe Madison, Wisconsin study conducted in 1957-59, raised grave 
questions about the success of handwriting programs in providing the child-
ren with realistic models which he can use to judge his own handwriting 
(17:178). Harris and Herrick state that it is likely that in our traditional 
program, one ld.nd of skill in forming and producing letters and words has 
reached a plateau. '!hey feel skill training should, therefore, concentrate 
on the development of normative .and aspirational models which would provide 
the references and dynaw.ics for continued skill development. 
Results of the Madison study would, therefore, contradict the opinion 
of the Yakima teachers concerning the ability of third graders to evaluate 
their own handwriting. Data gathered in the Madison study clearly showed 
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TABLE IX 
RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE 
SELF-EVAIDATION PRACTICES OF THE STUDENTS (GROUP IV) 
Question 
VI. Frequency of self-
evaluation without 
affixing letter grade 
or symbolic value. 
VII. Basis of student's 
self-evaluation 
VIII. Tnird grade child should 
be able to evaluate own 
handwriting 
Response 
never 
seldom 
monthly 
weekly 
daily 
comparison of writing 
with teacher's on 
chalkboard or paper 
comparison with samples 
in standardized hand-
Percentage* 
9 
27 
0 
45 
18 
36 
writing text 27 
comparison with a 
standardized scale 9 
alphabet display cards 64 
statement does not apply 
to my class 9 
yes 
no 
no, but a few could 
64 
27 
9 
*Percentages are calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number 
of respondents. 
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that the perceptual patterns in grades four to six did not improve when 
there was every reason to believe that it would. It would be highly 
doubtful then, that third graders could effectively evaluate their hand.. 
·writing when they are still not free from the initial task of learning 
to form the letters and words. 
Factors which could influence the self-evaluation of the student's 
handwriting were examined in question IX. (Table IX) '!he respondents felt 
the~ important factor was motivation or encouragement by the teacher. 
'Ihe other factors in their respective order of importance from high to low 
are, (a) systematic training in evaluation, (b) availability of standardized 
scales, texts, check lists, etc., (c) the age of the individual, (d) the 
example set by the teacher's handwriting, and (e) the sex of the individual. 
5. Group V: Teachers opinions concerning importance of evaluation 
and rating of present standardized materials available. Question X asked 
for the teachers to rate the standardized text or scale presently being used 
in the evaluation of handwriting. As shown on Table X, only two of the eleven 
respondents were of the opinion that the materials were good or outstanding. 
'Ihe majority «'orty-five per cent) found the materials to be mediocre. Eighteen 
per cent felt the materials were ineffective. 
'Iha final question of the questionnaire, number XI, asked the 
importance of systematic evaluation of cursive handwriting. 'lhe results 
as shown on Table X indicate that the teachers definitely believed systematic 
evaluation is important. Two of the respondents felt that evaluation was 
very important, and forty-five per cent indicated quite important as their 
response. 
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TABLE X 
TEACHERS' OPINIONS CONCERNING IMPORTANCE OF SYSTEl'.ATIC EVALUATION /IND 
RATING OF PRESENT STANDARDIZED MATERI/ILS AVAILABLE ( GROUP V) 
Question 
x. Rating of standardized text 
or sea.le being used and its 
ability to incite self-
improvement. 
XI. Importance of systematic 
evaluation of handwriting 
Response Percentage* 
outstanding 9 
good 9 
mediocre 45 
ineffective 18 
question does not apply 
to classroom 18 
very important 18 
quite important 45 
fairly important 36 
not very important 0 
needn't be evaluated at all 0 
*Percentages are calculated as a fraction of eleven, the total number 
of respondents. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
'Ihe purposes of this study were to identify the problems teachers 
encounter as they evaluate handwriting products, to determine how effectively 
and consistently teachers can evaluate handwriting products, to determine 
what methods teachers use to evaluate handwriting products and to ascertain 
the need for a handbook to be used by third grade teachers and students in 
the evaluation and corrective teaching of cursive handwriting. 
Although the teachers feel systematic evaluation of handwriting 
is definitely important, seventy-three per cent of the teachers base their 
evaluations of handwriting products on subjective crtfteria. The author 
also noted the lack of a definite pattern concerning the frequency of 
handwriting classes being taught each week in the third grade classroom. 
Only three of the eleven respondents use the standardized texts available 
in their classroom for self-evaluation by the students of their handwriting 
products. When asked to express their opinions concerning the standardized 
texts and scales being used in the classroom, forty-five per cent described 
the materials as mediocre. Nine per cen.t described the materials as good 
and nine per cent classed it as outstanding. The majority, therefore, was 
of no opinion which might be classed as 'middle of the road'. They did not 
really like or dislike the materials. 
'.Ihe effectiveness and consistency of the teachers evaluations of the 
handwriting specimens when examined as a total, using the Q..sort technique 
was consistent with the evaluations of the experts. However, of greater 
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significance is the 1dde range of the individual rankings by the teachers. 
rlhen assessing a value to a child's handwriting product, the teacher 
must make the decision herself and does not have ten other teachers to 
confer with. 
As a result of this study conducted among third grade teachers 
in the Yakima, Washington, school district, the following recommendations 
are made: 
First: Because so few teachers were involved in this study, there 
should be a further study concerning the status of handwriting in the 
Yald.ma District which would involve all teachers in the elementary grades 
'Who teach handwriting. 
Second: 'lhe Yakima District should consider the formation of a 
study group composed of teachers and administrators whose primary purpose 
would be to objectively evaluate the Yakima program of handwriting. 
'lhird: Because the majority of the teachers in this study were 
not using the published materials available to them, a program could be 
designed to motivate the teachers and familiarize them with old and new 
materials. Perhaps the assistance of publishing company personnel might 
be requested. 
Fourth: 'lhe preparation of a cursive writing handbook cou1d be 
considered as part of the motivational program. 'lhis handbook could 
contain materials to be used in corrective or remedial teaching of cursive 
handwriting and a handwriting scale of ·either national or local norms 
so that the handwriting products could be more effectively evaluated and 
the subject of handwriting more efficiently taught. A self check list for 
the student and suggestions to promote creative teaching and interest in 
handwriting improvement cou1d be included. 
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Fifth: As the author became involved in this study of the 
evaluation of cursive handwriting products by third grade teachers 
in the Yakima District, several areas for further study became apparent. 
A study concerning the consistency of evaluations might be 
conducted in a manner similar to the one used in this study. Teachers 
could be asked to evaluate handwriting products and rank them. After a 
significant lapse of time, perhaps three months, the same people could 
be asked to evaluate the specimens in an identical manner and rank them. 
A comparison of the rank orders could then be made. 
A study could be conducted comparing the handwriting of Yakima 
students with national norms. 'lhis comparative study would give an 
indication of the quality of the handwriting of Yakima students as 
compared to students in other areas of the United States. 
In conclusion, although this study involved only a small segment 
of the Yakirla teacher population responsible for the instruction of 
cursive handwriting, the author believes it is representative of the 
total population. 'Ihe data described herein is believed to be of signifi-
cant :\.lnportance to warrant further attention and study of the kinds 
recolllDlended above. 
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APPENDIX I 
I run presently conducting a Master's degree study among the third 
grade teachers in the Yakima schools concerning the evaluation of 
cursive handwriting. Although I am presently staying home with two 
small children, I have taught second and third grades in Yakima District 
since 1962. D.lring that time, I became particularly interested in the 
teaching of cursive handwriting and the evaluation or rating by both 
the teacher and students. }ilch material is available to the classroom 
teacher concerning how to teach handwriting. Therefore, the purpose 
of this study would be to determine the need for a handbook to be 
used by teachers and students concerning how to evaluate the students 
handwriting. In all probability, this handbook could contain scales 
based on local norms, self-check lists for the students, and other 
similar devices for use in correctional or remedial teaching of cursive 
handwriting. 
If you would be interested in assisting me in my study, would you 
please sign the slip at the bottom of this page and return it to the 
envelope in your office with my name on it. The different phases of 
this study would probably require a total of 1 to if hours in your 
classroom or home. - --- -- - - ...... ---
Even though you might not desire to be involved in the total 
study, perhaps you would assist me in obtaining handwriting samples 
from third graders to be used in this study. 
Any co-operation on your part Will be appreciated. I will be 
very happy to share the information revealed by this study with you 
at its completion. 
Sincerely, 
v~rvalee ~. Nance 
Please cut on the line and return to the envelope in your office with 
my name on it. 
Please check the appropriate box. 
□ 
□ 
□ 
I would like to participate in your study concerning the 
evaluation of cursive handwriting. 
I do not desire to participate in the complete study but 
will assist by obtaining handwriting samples from my class 
for use in your study. 
Participation is not feasible at this time. 
Name -------------------
School ------------------
APPENDIX II 
EVALUATION CF CURSIVE HANDWRITING STUDY 
Directions for obtaining handwriting samples from Yakima third grade 
students on Tuesday, Dec. 2, 1969. 
Materials needed: Standard 8½ x 11 inch lined third grade writing 
paper; lead pencils used by students in daily work. 
Steps in obtaining sample: 
1. Write the following sentence on the chalkboard: 
'Ille quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog. 
2. Read the sentence through with the children. 
3. Instruct the students to write it once on scrap paper. 
4. Have the students write whether they are a boy or girl in the 
right hand corner of the paper to be used for the sample. 
5. Instruct the students to use cursive writing and write th~ 
sentence on their paper. If they finish it, write it again 
until you say stop. 
6. At the end of::. & minute period, instruct the students to stop. 
?. Collect the samples in any desired way and put in the envelope 
in your office with my name on it. You .9:.2. not need to arrange 
the papers in any special order. 
'!hank you for your assistance. 
Ma.rvalee }",.. Na.nee 
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.APPENDIX III 
Enclosed you will find thirty handwriting samples which were selected 
randomly from those obtained from Yakima third graders recently. 
Please ~ ~ samples from high to low ~ indicate ~ ~ .2!! 
~ ~ !?z using ~ ~ numbers in ~ corner £! ~ sample. 
You may evaluate the samples using aey method you choose. (Since 
these samples do not need to be returned, you might wish to cut 
them apart so arranging them in a high to low order will be easier • 
.Also, you might wish to retain these for future reference when I 
share the results of this study with you.) 
1. (Highest) 16. 
2. 17. 
3. 18. 
4. 19. 
5. 20. 
6. 21. 
7. 22. 
8. 23. 
9. 24. 
10. 25. 
11. 26. 
12. 27. 
13. 28. 
14. 29. 
15. 30. (Lowest) 
Please return this sheet to me in the enclosed envelope by Tuesday, 
December 23, 1969. 
}arvalee M. Nance 
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APPENDIX DI 
Please complete this questionna.ire concerning, "How Teachers 
Evaluate Cursive Handwriting11 and return to me in the enclosed 
envelope by Friday, January 9, 1970. 
Listed below are the subjects which are taught in Yaki:ma third grades. 
All should be taught if we plan to equip our students with the necessary 
skills and understandings for life. I am sure, however, as a teacher you 
place more importance upon the teaching of some subjects than others. 
In the left hand column, using the numbers 1 through 11, please 
rank the subjects according 1£ ~ relative importance to the ~ ~ 
grade program. 'lhe number 1 would indicate GREATEST IMPORTANCE and the 
number 11, LEAST IMPORTANCE. 
Importance to curriculum 
.Arithmetic 
.Art 
Handwriting 
Health 
Language 
¥.tUsic 
P. E. 
Reading 
Science 
Social Studies 
Spelling 
Personal Preference 
In the right hand column, using the letters A through K, rank the 
subjects according to your personal preference. 'lhe letter A. would indicate 
.!:h!,1 sub:.iect you ~ enjoy teaching, B would indicate second 'totii'e most 
enjoyable, etc. 'lhe letter K would indicate that suject you ~ enjoy teaching. 
In the next section, you w:ill be asked to check the answers which most 
nearly describe your classroom situation. 
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1. Handwriting in my classroom is taught •••• 
__ A. As an integrated part of another subject or subjects. 
_B. As a separate subject. 
2. If handwriting is taught as a separate subject, how many times is 
times is it taught each week? 
A. Once a week 
-B. Twice a week 
-C. 'Ihree times a week 
-D. Four times a week 
--E. Daily (Five times a week) 
F. 'Ibis question does not apply to me. 
Please complete the following section concerning your evaluation 
of cursive handwriting. 
I. W:i.en evaluating pupils handwriting, what is the most frequently used 
basis of your evaluation? 
_A. A standardized product scale of penmanship, such as those by 
Ayres, Freeman, West, Palmer, and others. 
_B. A comparison of the handwriting specimen and a published cursive 
pupil or teacher manual. 
_c. Subjective criteria resulting from professional experience and 
background. 
II. \llhen subjectively evaluating a handwriting specimen, the following 
criteria could be used. Pl.ease indicate in a ranked order. Number 1 
would indicate the item KOST important and 7 the LEAST important item. 
_uniformity of alignment 
style 
-legibility 
letter formation 
spacing 
-slant 
-size of letters 
III. When evaluating hand:wri ting specimens, do you make any provisions for 
differences such as the following: (Please check the appropriate column.) 
Yes No 
the sex of the individual 
right and left handed writers 
the age of the individuals within your class 
physical disabilities of individuals 
IV • .After evaluating a student's cursive handwriting, what means do you use 
to give it a value? 
A. letter grade (A, B, C, etc.) 
-B. symbol (smiling face, plus, minus, etc.) 
-c. no tangible value is given 
D. other 
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V. Who evaluates the writing samples and affixes the letter grade or 
symbolic value to the student's paper? 
A. Always the teacher 
-B. Usually the teacher I seldom the student ::=c. Seldom the teacher, usually the student 
_ D. Always the student 
VI. Check the answer which~ complete the following statement: Individuals 
in my class are ____ asked to evaluate their own handwriting without 
affixing a letter grade or symbolic value. 
A. Never 
-B. Seldom 
-C. Monthly 
-D. Weekly 
E. Daily 
VII. If asked to systematically evaluate his handwriting in the classroom, 
the student's self-evaluation is usually based on: 
_A. A comparison of his own work ·with the teacher's writing on the 
chalkboard or on paper. 
B. 
-c. 
--D. 
A comparison with samples in a standardized handwriting text. 
A comparison with a standardized scale. 
alphabet display cards. 
E. statement does not apply to my class. 
VIII. At the third grade level, a child should be able to evaluate his own 
handwriting. 
A. Yes 
B. No 
IX. .An individual's ability to evaluate his handwriting could be influenced 
by the following factors. Please rank them in order of importance 
using the numbers 1 through 6. 'Ille number 1 would indicate that 
factor~ important. 
sex of the individual 
-age of the individual 
-availability of standardized scales, texts, check lists, etc. 
-systematic training in evaluation 
--motivation or encouragement by teacher 
-example set by teacher's handwriting in the classroom. 
X. If the student evaluates his handwriting by use of a standardized text 
or scale, how would you rate the device's appeal to the student and it 1 s 
ability to motivate or incite self-improvement? 
A. Cutstanding 
--B. Good 
-C. ~ediocre 
--D. Ineffective 
· E. Question does not apply to my classroom situation. 
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XI. In your opim.on, how important is a. systematic evaluation of hand.. 
writing? 
A. Very important 
-B. Quite important 
-c. Fairly important 
--D. Not very important 
E. Needn't be evaluated at all 
'lhank you very nmch for assisting me in nzy- study. 
Marva.lee M. Nance 
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